Purpose -The purpose of this research is to examine the composition of the editorial boards of 60 academic accounting journals with a particular focus on the university affiliations of editorial board members. The role of ad hoc reviewers is then analysed. Design/methodology/approach -A detailed content analysis of the members of the 60 editorial boards was conducted. The authors concentrated on UK universities and journals, but also provide some data on non-UK schools and journals. Findings -There were six main findings. First, editorial appointments were normally held by nationals of the country where the journal was published. Second, US academics had a significant presence on all boards. Third, there was a lack of penetration of UK academics, particularly on US or high quality boards. Fourth, overseas academics were present in significant numbers on UK boards. Fifth, editorial board appointments tended to be concentrated in a limited number of institutions and individuals. Sixth, journals, particularly generalist journals, used reviewers extensively. Practical implications -This research will inform the debate about the degree of influence which UK academics have on journal research agendas and on the international stage. The findings show that journal editorial boards do not capture all high ranking institutions and individuals. Editors could consider widening the scope of their editorial board opportunities. Originality/value -This is the first comprehensive study into the editorial boards of accounting journals. It shows the presence of an editorial board elite.
Introduction
Recent years have seen an upsurge in efforts to quantify and measure various aspects of the performance of universities. This process has focused on initiatives to measure both the quantity and quality of two key outputs: teaching and research. In the UK, Research Assessment Exercises (RAEs), in particular, have affected the nature of academic accounting research in a fundamental way by establishing criteria for Michael John Jones would like to thank the participants at the 2003 Gregynog Colloquium, especially Jane Broadbent and Richard Laughlin. This paper has also benefited from the help and advice of John Richard Edwards and Mahmoud Ezzamel. Finally, the paper has benefited considerably from the helpful advice of two external reviewers.
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The composition of editorial boards assessing the research performance of university departments [1] . These criteria centre on measures of research excellence such as publications. However, other indicators include factors such as research income and number of PhD students. There is also a rather nebulous concept of a department's reputation. Part of this may be seen as a department's national and international profile. Editorial board membership is one potential key component of this reputation. Editors may in their selection of board members attempt to signal quality and status as well as seeking a balanced board in terms of gender, expertise, nationality and research interests [2] . Editorial board membership is often seen as an important indicator of individual academics' long-term research reputation. "Thus, selection as an editor or member of an editorial board is a considerable honor that reflects one's standing in the profession . . . " (Kaufman, 1984 (Kaufman, , p. 1190 . Editorial board members play an important role within academia, for example, in reviewing papers. "Because of the importance, it appears reasonable that these positions are held by persons who have the confidence and trust of their colleagues" (Kaufman, 1984 (Kaufman, , p.1190 . Given the importance of publishing in academic journals, the influential role which editorial boards can play has important repercussions, not only on individual careers and reputations but also on departmental reputation and funding [3] . Editorial board membership may be important for several reasons. First, editorial boards often represent large collections of intellectual research capital on which journal editors can draw. The editorial boards of journals potentially represent a coherent collection of individuals who exert influence over the publication decision and "acceptable" types of research. Or, as Mittermaier (1991, p. 22) states: "They also exert considerable influence over the type of manuscripts that are accepted for publication". Second, editorial board members frequently, but not universally, act as reviewers effectively working with the journal editors to provide the key quality screen necessary for publication. Editorial board members potentially have substantial influence on the output performance of accounting academics. Potential publishers' submission decisions will also be influenced by the past decisions of reviewers. Journal editors, however, will have the final say. Third, board membership is generally considered to carry status for the academics involved, particularly for high quality journals. This may enhance an individual's personal prestige and also, by association, the reputation of their institutions. In the UK, for example, reputational factors may influence opinions of RAE panels and thus board memberships may also have funding implications for departments. This is especially true with the latest RAE which formally recognises the importance of reputation by introducing the concept of research esteem. In the guidelines to the Accounting and Finance sub-panel, editorships and participation on editorial boards is specifically mentioned as an indicator of peer esteem and national and international reputation (VOA 35, Accounting and Finance, 2005) . Fourth, editorial board members may act as gatekeepers controlling the entry of researchers to an area of research (Crane, 1967; Gilliland and Cortina, 1997) . Consciously, or unconsciously, board members may prefer old to new paradigms, and favour established rather than up-and-coming researchers.
Finally, editorial board members may be consulted about research agendas or the strategic direction of the journal. This allows them to guide research in preferred directions, to promote particular topics, or to favour certain methodologies. This is clearly exemplified by special or themed editions of journals and by editorial AAAJ 21,1 statements about topics and approaches currently deemed important. These signal research areas and methods that the journal wishes to encourage and effectively discourages research effort in other areas.
The gatekeeping and agenda setting roles of editorial boards thus arguably give editorial board members a position of considerable power and influence in the academic world. Their positions, generally legitimated through their research achievements, allow them to exercise a decision-making function. In theory, editorial boards are normally assumed to represent those accounting academics appointed on the basis that they have contributed most to the development of knowledge in their field. After studying seven leading journals, Beattie and Ryan (1989, p. 276) concluded that "Editorial board members are much more heavily cited than other researchers". Some researchers have viewed editorial board members as constituting a small group of individuals active within a discipline (Mittermaier, 1991; Williams and Rodgers, 1995; Rodgers and Williams, 1996; Lee, 1997) . They thus play a key role in the self-regulation of academic accounting society. They represent the top of the academic hierarchy and are at the top of the pyramid of power (Kornhauser, 1961) . As such, they can be termed as "elites" (Lukes, 1974; Putnam, 1976) .
Editorial board membership is not, however, a costless activity to academics. If done assiduously, editorial board membership may involve the tasks of reviewing papers and attending editorial board meetings. In some cases, therefore, it may incur unseen duties that the assiduous publisher may seek to avoid. As well as being a status totem, therefore, editorial board membership is potentia+lly burdensome and a test of academic citizenship [4] . It may also be the necessary quid pro quo for publishing. You cannot expect other authors to review your work, if you are not prepared to review theirs.
To date, little explicit attention has been given to editorial board memberships despite such appointments being generally regarded as representing evidence of significant scholarship and research achievement by individual academics. More particularly, we know little of the representation which UK academics and UK universities have on the editorial boards of accounting journals both within and outside the UK. Furthermore, we have scant knowledge about the presence or absence of elitism on these editorial boards.
The objective of this research is to contribute data on patterns of editorial board membership of UK accounting academics and journals. Specifically, we examine the composition and concentration of individuals and institutions on editorial boards in academic accounting journals. The research contributes to our knowledge of an important institutional and organisational aspect of accounting academia.
The remainder of this paper consists of four sections followed by a conclusion. In the next section, we present the limited literature on editorial board membership. A description of the methods used in this study then follows. We next present our results. Our discussion, including the limitations of this research, is then presented.
Literature review
Although there is a wide literature that examines the rankings of accounting journals and the productivity of individual accounting academics [5] , the literature on editorial board membership in accounting and the cognate area of finance is limited. The sparse literature is all USA oriented. Only two articles have examined the editorial board The composition of editorial boards membership of accounting journals (Mittermaier, 1991; Lee, 1997) . In addition, Williams and Rodgers (1995) look at editorial board elites on one particular journal, The Accounting Review, while Kaufman (1984) looks at editorial board members on finance journals. None of this prior research specifically focuses on UK journals or UK academics. Much of this research is framed within the need to identify and determine research elites. Mittermaier (1991) covers 13 journal editorial boards (including the UK journal Accounting, Organizations and Society) for 1979, 1983, 1987 and 1990 . She determines that a small number of schools dominated the editorial boards among both faculty and degree institutions. There was less diversity in the number of schools represented in Mithermaier's top two or three most prestigious journals. In other words, the higher the perceived quality of the journal, the more elitist. Lee (1997, p. 13) purposefully studied the presence of elites on the editorial boards of six journals (including two UK journals, Accounting, Organizations and Society and Accounting and Business Research). His argument is based on the view that academic communities are stratified, hierarchical and elitist. As such, Lee draws on earlier work by Whiteley (1984 Whiteley ( , 1986 and Bourdieu (1988) . Whiteley (1986) , for example, shows the critical role which a relatively small number of graduate programs played in the hierarchical stratification of financial economics, while Bourdieu (1988, p. 84) comments: "Academic capital is obtained by holding a position ensuring domination of other positions". Lee's (1997) study itself found a dominating USA elite in three USA journals (The Accounting Review, Journal of Accounting Research and Journal of Accounting and Economics). However, this elite was not so dominant on the two UK journals (Accounting, Organizations and Society; Accounting and Business Research), or in the Australian journal studied, Abacus. Overall, however, Lee's research is consistent with Williams and Rodgers (1995) and Rodgers and Williams (1996) about the presence of a dominating USA elite. "Fields are hierarchical, controlled by an elite whose reputations are established by the quality and quantity of scholarly output they produce. Elite status affords individuals the power to control the access to media through which a field's knowledge is disseminated; elites control reputations and the ability to participate in the knowledge production process of the field" (Rodgers and Williams, 1996, p. 52) . For example, Williams and Rodgers (1995) show that individuals with degrees from widely recognised institutions consistently dominate The Accounting Review's editorial board from 1967-1991. Moreover, Lee (1995 Lee ( , 1999 shows how the American Accounting Association has shaped the USA academic accounting research profession.
Finally, Kaufman (1984) looks at editorial board representation on 10 finance journals. Kaufman specifically excluded accounting journals and the Journal of Business Finance and Accounting because it was British. Kaufman's (1984) findings were that five of his top six schools were private universities. Only one foreign school, the Canadian University of British Columbia, was included among the top ten in any group. Editorial board membership was found to be concentrated in a limited number of universities.
Methods
Previous studies on journal quality ranking and refereed accounting journals were used to generate a list of refereed English-language accounting journals (Ballas and Theoharakis (2003) ; Brinn et al. (1996); Zeff (1996) ; Brown and Huefner (1994) ). We AAAJ 21,1 focused on English-language journals as English has become the medium of international scholarship. This list was then supplemented by including some relatively new and less well-known journals to give as comprehensive a listing as possible of major refereed accounting journals. We did not include journals that were purely finance-oriented, tax journals, journals with very limited circulation, general business-related journals or journals without a majority academic representation on their editorial boards. However, we did include all journals that accept accounting articles, even if they had a bias towards finance [6] . This yielded a total of 60 journals. A full listing of these in alphabetical order by nationality is given in Table I . Editorial board membership lists for the beginning of 1999 were obtained from the relevant edition of the journal.
From this information, we recorded the identity of the board members and their institutional affiliation as indicated by the journal [7] . We classified the board members into one of five categories according to the location of their institution: UK, USA, Australia, Canada (the big four) or other. Although institutional affiliation does not necessarily reflect the individual's nationality and training it does represent the best indication of the current research environment within which the individual works.
Journals were classified using the location of the journal editorship as the criterion. This resulted in 36 USA journals, 12 UK journals, eight Australian journals, one Canadian journal and three other journals (one each from Hong Kong, New Zealand and Denmark) [8] . The nationality of each journal was usually clear. In a small number of cases a conflict existed between location of journal editorship and place of publication. In such cases, we used journal editorship to determine journal nationality. Journal editorship is normally a good measure of national orientation. However, some journals such as Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, Critical Perspectives in Accounting and Advances in Public Interest Accounting may have a UK orientation even though they are not based in the UK.
In addition, certain journals were classified as high quality. Identification of high quality journals is not an exact science. While there is general acceptance as to the most prestigious journals, the next tier "quality" journals are often debatable (Gray et al., 2002) . The precise ranking of journals is also difficult [9] . Given the UK perspective of this paper, we used the most recent peer review ranking of journals by UK academics (Lowe and Locke, 2005) and then also a peer review ranking by Ballas and Theoharakis (2003) of European and Australian academics to identify high quality journals. The top ten journals reported in these studies were classified as high quality. These journals are listed in Table II .
Several different descriptors were used for editorial boards (for example editorial advisory board, associate editors and editorial review board). There were also considerable differences in the size of the boards of different journals. Both the descriptors and the differing board sizes may indicate differing roles for the boards or may simply reflect either the breadth of the journal or the scale of its operation. In some cases, the board may represent a group of permanent reviewers with perhaps relatively little other input to the journal. In other cases, the smaller boards may strongly influence editorial policy. As these differences could not readily be identified we have effectively treated all board memberships as being equivalent. If the role of editorial boards does differ across journals, we may, however, not be comparing like with like. 
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Results Table I lists the journals alphabetically by nationality of the university to which the board member was affiliated. There were 2,220 board memberships across 60 editorial boards. The majority of both the journals and the journal board members came from the USA (36 journals; 1,407 US board memberships on all boards). The UK then followed (12 journals; 288 UK board memberships on all boards). Australia came next (8 journals; 192 board memberships on all boards), followed by Canada (one journal; 85 board memberships on all boards). There were three other journals and 248 memberships from "other" countries on all boards. The average number of members on each journal's editorial board was 37.1. The largest board was Advances in Accounting with 109 members; the smallest was Public Money and Management with seven academic board members. Table I shows that academics from the same countries as the journals were generally the largest group on those journals. UK academics, for instance, formed the largest group (46.3 per cent) on UK journal boards. In addition, UK academics also provided 18.8 per cent of board members on Australian journals. Their presence on USA journals, however, was small (3.1 per cent), but was better on other overseas journals (10.2 per cent). No UK academic was a member of the Canadian Contemporary Accounting Research. In the USA, the dominance by home country academics was even more pronounced with 85.1 per cent of USA journal board members coming from USA institutions. USA academics also had a significant presence on all other countries' journals. Australian academics were present in large numbers only on Australian journals (47.8 per cent). Most Canadian academics were found on North American boards. However, they only constituted 2.7 per cent of USA boards.
Four countries thus dominated editorial board membership: UK, USA, Australia and Canada (the "big four"). Unsurprisingly, English speaking institutions dominated these journals -all of which are published in English [10] . It is probable that non-English speaking academics will publish less in English-language accounting journals. After all English-language academic journal publications require a high level of technical and specialised English reading and writing skills. This privileges English speakers. Western, Anglo-Saxon refereeing standards may also not be the norm in other countries. English language journals may also be less interested in research based on data or topics of interest in non-English speaking countries. In the same way USA journals are generally not interested in publishing research based on data or topics of interest in non-English speaking countries [11] . The remaining 248 board memberships came from other countries with no individual country outside the "big four" providing more than 1.3 per cent of the total editorial board population [12] . Collectively, the rest of the world provided only 11.2 per cent of the editorial board memberships. Academics from countries outside the "big four" were most likely to be represented on other journals (45.5 per cent) and on UK journals (20.2 per cent) [13] .
We investigated the number of individuals with board memberships for each country to establish any national patterns. We divided the number of individuals by the total board memberships to obtain a concentration ratio. The higher the percentage the more diffuse board membership [14] . Thus, 100 per cent would mean that no individual held more than 1 board membership. Overall, the UK board membership is most concentrated with a ratio of 51.4 per cent. In other words, on average each individual UK academic held about two board memberships. An interesting pattern arises. Board membership is most concentrated on the boards of one's home country. Thus, UK board membership is most concentrated in the UK (66.8 per cent), USA board membership is most concentrated in the USA (67.8 per cent) and Australian board membership most concentrated in Australia (63.1 per cent). It thus seems that multiple board memberships accrue on an individual's national boards. By contrast, the concentration ratio for US academics serving on UK boards is 87.2 per cent and for UK academics serving on US boards it is 88.6 per cent. This last result is the most diffuse of any national representation on the big three countries (UK, USA and Australia). For the next four journals UK academics, although not constituting more than 50 per cent of the board, constituted the biggest group. Accounting, Auditing and Accountability Journal, an Australian journal, was the only non-UK journal on which UK academics represented the largest grouping. However, by having such a large proportion of UK academics (41.6 per cent) this journal is perhaps signalling its wider non-Australian orientation. The three UK journals where UK academics did not constitute the single largest group were Management Accounting Research, Accounting Education and Accounting, Organizations and Society. Whereas the first two journals had as the largest group of academics outside the big four countries, Accounting, Organizations and Society drew the majority of its editorial board (57.7 per cent) from the USA. This may signal part of a wider objective to penetrate US readership or to import a high quality reputation [15] . Certainly, Accounting, Organizations and Society is the only UK journal with a majority US representation. For all other non-UK journals, UK academics represented a minority grouping. At the bottom of the table, 37 journals had less than 10 per cent UK representation with 22 having none. Of these 37 journals, 32 were USA (the exceptions are the Asia Pacific Journal of Accounting, Australian Accounting Review, Accounting and Finance, Accounting Research Journal and Contemporary Accounting Research). European Accounting Review journal presents a distinct profile. Only 13.6 per cent of editorial board members were from the UK, with only 4.6 per cent coming from the USA.
In Table II held 20 board members, no UK academics held editorial board appointments outside the UK. For the three UK journals, UK academics formed the majority of the boards of Accounting and Business Research (56.8 per cent) and Journal of Business Finance and Accounting (60.9 per cent), but only 15.6 per cent of Accounting, Organizations and Society's board. USA academics dominated the editorial boards of high quality journals. Only 13 out of 219 appointments on the five USA high quality boards were from outside the USA. USA academics constituted 35.3 per cent of the boards of the three UK journals, not that much less than the UK (42 per cent). USA academics, in particular, dominated Accounting, Organizations and Society providing 26 of its 45 (58 per cent) board members. USA academics therefore seemed effective at achieving appointments on high quality journals outside their own national arena. By contrast, for UK academics, there was a strong home country bias.
The Europeans and Antipodeans have slightly different journal rankings. The Europeans include Management Accounting Research, European Accounting Review and Accounting Horizons in their top 10; while the Antipodeans include Abacus, Accounting and Finance and Accounting Horizons. However, the overall patterns are remarkably persistent. First, USA academics dominate these highly-rated boards. Second, UK academics are notable by their absence on many boards: they are not present on five of either the European or Antipodean top 10. Note: Totals for individuals do not always sum because of the same individual maybe occasionally recorded at more than one institution [16] . These four institutions generally also had the greatest number of individuals on editorial boards: London School of Economics (12), Manchester School of Accounting and Finance (8) and Edinburgh (6) . However, Lancaster which ranked fifth equal overall had the third largest number of individuals (7). Many of these individual institutional rankings are very much influenced by certain key individuals. For instance, at Manchester School of Accounting and Finance, which heads the list, 8 individuals are responsible for the 24 board memberships. Even more striking one individual often drives the overall results for certain institutions (see also  Table V) . Thus, at Manchester Business School Stark provides all five board memberships; while Tomkins, Gallhoffer, Broadbent and Nobes provide all four board memberships for Bath, Glasgow Caledonian, Royal Holloway and Reading, respectively. Finally, Ashton provides all three of Bristol's board memberships.
Ten universities also held more than half of the UK appointments on US boards (25 of the 44), while 20 institutions held 39 of the 44 USA appointments. Ten universities were responsible for approximately half of all UK journal appointments on UK boards (89 out of 187) and approximately one fifth of all appointments (89 out of 405) on UK boards (see also Table I ). There is therefore evidence of a significant concentration of UK board memberships in a relatively small number of institutions. The old universities predominated. Of the 63 universities with editorial board representation, only 13 were new universities. The highest ranked new university, at joint 21st, is Glasgow Caledonian [17] .
This concentration of editorial boards was equally pronounced if we concentrate on UK high quality journals. Ten institutions held 45 of the 70 high quality board representatives. Another ten held a further 14 (20.0 per cent) high quality appointments so that 84.3 per cent of all high quality appointments were held by 20 universities. Only three of the top 20 institutions did not hold any high quality appointments. Only 14 UK universities had more than one high quality editorial appointment among their staff and 11 of these were in the top 20. Again there is a high degree of concentration of journal involvement in a small number of universities.
We also examined those overseas universities whose members held UK editorial board appointments. In all, these constituted 218 editorial board appointments. Such appointments will partially influence the content and nature of research published in the UK. One-hundred-and-forty-seven different institutions were represented on UK boards. Of these, 84 were non-UK universities. More non-UK institutions than UK institutions were thus represented. It is noticeable that out of the top non-UK 20 institutions 12 were from the USA (see Table VI ). Non-UK editorial board membership was more diffuse than UK membership. Of the non-UK universities, only 20 had three or more board members. New South Wales (Australia) and Southern California (USA) led the way with eight and six representatives, respectively. This was sufficient to place these universities in joint 5th and joint 8th places respectively in terms of total board appointments on UK journals. In total, these 20 non-UK universities held 76 appointments on UK boards corresponding to 18.7 per cent of all UK journal board appointments. Overall, overseas board memberships were less concentrated than for UK universities. Business Finance and Accounting specialising in finance, Accounting and Business Research in general accounting issues and Accounting, Organizations and Society in behavioural and organisational accounting. The specialisms required for success in these journals therefore appear to be too different to facilitate multiple appointments.
In Table VII , we list all individuals with more than one board membership on UK journals. Twenty-five individuals held three or more appointments on UK journals. These individuals held 81 out of 405 UK board appointments (20.0 per cent). A further 41 individuals held two editorial board appointments. Of the six individuals with four board memberships on the boards of UK journals, two were not based in the UK. David Cooper (although originally from the UK) was from Canada while Stephen Zeff was from the USA. Six of the next 19 individuals were also non-UK based. This mirrors our earlier findings of a significant non-UK presence on the boards of these journals.
We conducted some additional analysis to ascertain the role of ad hoc reviewers. We examined all the journals to establish the number of ad hoc reviewers in 1999. We found that twenty-two out of the 60 journals provided lists of ad hoc reviewers (see Table VIII ) [18] . This Table thus provides some, if not a complete data set, on the use of ad hoc reviewers by journals. In total, there were 1,505 ad hoc appointments as opposed to 837 total board members on the 22 journals [19] . However, the way in which ad hoc reviewers were used varied greatly between journals. Some journals rely more heavily on ad hoc reviewers than normal board members. Contemporary Accounting Research (215 ad hoc reviewers; 51 board members, a ratio of 4.21), Journal of Accounting and Economics (128 ad hoc reviewers; 31 board members, a ratio of 4.1) and European Accounting Review (151 ad hoc reviewers; 22 board members, a ratio of 6.9) are the prime examples. By contrast, several journals rarely use ad hoc reviewers. The two best examples of this are the Accounting Historians Journal (7 ad hoc reviewers; 43 board members, a ratio of 0.16) and Journal of International Financial Management and Accounting (14 ad hoc reviewers; 30 board members, a ratio of 0.47). Overall, if there is a pattern, it appears to be that specialist journals such as Accounting Education, Research in Third World Accounting, The Accounting Historians Journal and International Journal of Accounting make less use of ad hoc reviewers than more general journals such as British Accounting Review, The Accounting Review, Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, Contemporary Accounting Research and the European Accounting Review [20] . Overall, 13 journals used more ad hoc reviewers than board members while 9 journals used fewer [21] .
We also examined the question of whether there was a potential pool of unused experienced reviewers [22] . First, in Table VIII , we list the total number of ad hoc reviewers who do not feature on any of the 60 editorial boards. Overall, there were 852 unused reviewers. For some journals, there were substantial numbers. For instance, for Contemporary Accounting Research and European Accounting there were 117 and 94 unused reviewers.
In a second analysis, we focused only on UK academics. We listed all UK academics in the UK's British Accounting Research Register (2000) who had published refereed journals in our journal set (see Table IX ). In total 257 staff had published at least one article. As a rough proxy for experience we took all those academics who had published more than two refereed journals over the period 1998 and 1999 (bottom four rows in Table IX ). We chose two as Beattie and Goodacre (2004) demonstrate that the average output for a professor at an old university is one refereed article per year. We The composition of editorial boards then looked at the 52 individuals with an output of two or more articles per year to see if any individuals either had no editorial board members across the 60 journals in our sample or had conducted no ad hoc reviews across the 22 journals for which we had ad hoc reviewer lists [23] . This enables us to see whether there existed a pool of experienced unused possible reviewers [24] . There is thus some evidence that there may be an unused and experienced UK pool of board members and/or ad hoc reviewers. Nine of the 52 staff with more than two publications had no board membership or ad hoc reviews. Twenty out of the 52 (52-32) staff were not on any editorial board and 18 of the 52 (52-34) staff had not conducted any ad hoc reviews. If the criteria are relaxed to publishing only two refereed articles then the pool of unused academics grows substantially. Thirty-three academics then have no board memberships or ad hoc reviews.
Discussion
Our results showed a home country bias in board appointments. For the big four countries, the journals of each country typically had academics from those countries as their largest grouping. The bias was strongest in the USA, with an absolute majority (85.1 per cent) of US academics. Other countries had their own nationals as their largest group (the UK: 46.3 per cent, Australia: 47.8 per cent). The exception was Canada where US academics contributed an absolute majority (54.9 per cent) with Canadians representing the second group (43.1 per cent). The home country bias for board membership in the USA means that the US academic network was national rather than international. By contrast, the academic networks in Australia, Canada and the UK looked more international than national. In Australia, Canada and the UK, the majority of board members were non-nationals. US academics were important on the boards of practically all journals. They were the dominant group on US and Canadian journals, the second largest group on UK journals (23.2 per cent) and joint second on Australian journals (19.6 per cent). They were also the largest single identifiable group on other journals (26.5 per cent). As a result the USA clearly influences and drives accounting research worldwide. UK academics comprised the second largest group of editorial board members after the USA. However, it was a very distant second, with the USA comprising the majority of all board memberships (62.6 per cent). One finding of this research is the relatively low participation rate of UK academics on boards generally, and in particular on overseas boards. In total, UK academics occupied only 187 of the 405 places on UK editorial boards. The UK thus imported 218 board members. By contrast, as only 187 UK appointments out of 288 in total were on UK journals, the UK thus exported 101 board members. Overall, therefore, the UK imported 117 board members more than it exported. It is noteworthy that UK academics (although they were the largest grouping 46.3 per cent), provided less than half of the UK journal board memberships. UK academics had a majority presence on very few journals. Only six journal boards had 50 per cent or more UK academics with seven more having more than 25 per cent. Accounting, Organizations and Society, a UK journal, had less than a quarter of UK board members.
Outside the UK, UK academics were generally not heavily represented on editorial boards, although they contributed 18.8 per cent of Australian boards. Many journals in which UK academics might be expected to publish did not have substantial UK representation on their boards. A total of 22 journals had no UK representation. This exclusion of UK academics means that UK academics did not influence either journal strategy or the research content of the vast majority of accounting journals. It implies little intersection between the research agendas of these journals and that of UK authors. This provides an obstacle to publication in the vast majority of accounting journals.
A potentially worrying picture was also conveyed by the UK's lack of representation on high quality journals. On ten high quality journals, UK academics had only 70 of 437 editorial board memberships. On three UK high quality boards, The composition of editorial boards there were 119 places. Of these, 69 were occupied by non-UK academics. By contrast, only 20 of 318 places on the seven non-UK high quality editorial boards were occupied by UK academics. Notably, all of these were on Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal. To a certain extent, this mirrors the difficulties encountered by UK academics in publishing in high quality journals. Of the 70 UK high quality board appointments 50 were on the three high quality UK journals. UK academics had a significant presence only on Accounting and Business Research (56.9 per cent) and Journal of Business Finance and Accounting (60.9 per cent) and a minority presence (under 20 per cent) on Accounting, Organizations and Society. In the RAE-driven research environment, where so much emphasis is placed on producing work of international excellence the lack of significant presence on high quality journals is perhaps concerning. UK academics were totally excluded from six of the high quality journals. In particular, they had no representation at all on three top journals: Journal of Accounting and Economics, Journal of Accounting Research and The Accounting Review. While the failure to penetrate top ranked US journals may be understandable, there was remarkably little UK involvement even with the relatively lowly ranked US journals.
Various reasons can be suggested for the lack of overseas board memberships particularly in the USA. First, the areas and methods addressed by UK academics may not be considered mainstream enough or of sufficient interest and popularity to a US audience. This may reflect the historical tendency for UK academics to follow different research traditions and paradigms to the USA. In addition, UK academics typically use UK not US data which may not appeal to, or be seen as relevant to, a US audience. Second, many UK academics lack the kind of formal training in statistics and methodology that is part of USA doctoral programmes. Third, there is a physical separation and relatively low level of interaction between the academic communities in the USA and the UK. This militates against forming the networks required for achieving a mutual understanding of different research agendas. Finally, UK academics may find it too difficult to penetrate the US research environment and target their efforts where they are more likely to be successful (see, for instance, Brinn et al., 2001) . Whatever the reason, UK academics were excluded from agenda-setting on those journals which they themselves ranked as important.
On a more positive note, UK boards were clearly much more international than US boards. This may reflect the need for journals, particularly those outside the USA, to create an international profile. Of the 405 places on UK journals, 218 were occupied by non-UK academics: Americans (94 appointments), Australians (28 appointments) Canadians (14 appointments) and others (82 appointments). There are several potential reasons for this. First, the UK academic accounting community may not possess the breadth of knowledge or methodological expertise which UK journal editors require. Second, editors may perceive that overseas academics signal high quality and thus raise the perception of a journal's quality. Irrespective of the reasons, however, UK journals are likely to be less parochial as a consequence. Moreover, their responsiveness to transnational and international research will be enhanced.
There was evidence of elitism in editorial board representation [25] . (Lee, 1997; Mittermaier, 1991) . There is thus considerable concentration of power into a relatively few institutions. There is, thus, a strong, dominating UK research elite. It would be interesting to see if this elite has become more dominant over time. For example, in the UK, the Research Assessment Exercises may have concentrated research funds which, in turn, may have led to an increasing concentration of researchers. Over time, this may result in an increasing concentration in board appointments.
Prior research into the concentration of published research articles confirms our finding on the concentration of editorial board membership. Borokhovich et al. (1996) find, for example, in finance that 40 of 601 US academic institutions accounted for over 50 per cent of all articles published by 16 leading journals from 1989 through 1993. Klemkosky and Tuttle (1977) also report research concentration in financial research with six institutions accounting for 25 per cent of the total published pages. In accounting, Heck et al. (1990) show that graduates of the top 30 US doctoral programs publish 36 per cent of articles in 24 accounting journals.
Individual board membership was also highly concentrated. Ten individuals held 52 of 288 appointments (18.1 per cent). In Brown et al.'s (2007) study 1,489 faculty were recorded in the British Accounting Review Research Register 2000. Of these 475 were senior staff and 211 were professors. However, the vast majority of UK faculty did not hold editorial board appointments. Forty-one individuals held three or more appointments, accounting for 163 of the 288 editorial board appointments. These 39 individuals thus constituted about 2.6 per cent of UK faculty, but contributed 53.6 per cent of editorial board appointments. As at the institutional level, there is the presence of a research elite, but it is much more concentrated. A relatively few powerful individuals, therefore, held the majority of UK appointments. Indeed, many UK institutions relied upon a small number of (or indeed a single) individuals for most of their editorial board representation.
This concentration of academics on editorial boards, if it is reflected in a heavy burden of manuscript review, can cause problems for both those particular academics and the journals. For individual academics, considerable time and resources will be devoted to reviewing papers. Zeff (1996) , for example, cites several accounting academics who claim to have reviewed upwards of 30 manuscripts per year. If it takes, for example, half a day to review a research article this will take 15 days of a senior academic's time. For individual journals, if academics are overloaded with reviews, it will mean that either the quality of the reviews will suffer or there will be a slower turnaround in reviews.
The presence of eight out of the top 25 individuals on UK journals from overseas, in part, may mitigate the concentration of UK research. It also counters parochial elitism The composition of editorial boards by introducing non-nationals onto UK boards thus signalling an eclectic, inclusive and multinational approach. However, it is interesting that three of these seven individuals were British in origin: Cooper (Alberta), Lee (Alabama) and Loft (Copenhagen). Some non-UK universities apparently had more influence on UK journals than major UK institutions, with New South Wales ranked 6th for total UK board members and Southern California joint eighth. These overseas board members may prove advocates for the journals in their home countries. They also signal the "internationalism" of UK research. The extent to which board membership is concentrated has implications for the sensitivity of institutions to the departure of individual staff members. Universities with board memberships concentrated in relatively few staff, for instance, could find that the departure of a handful of individuals could eliminate much of the institution's involvement in editorial boards. There are also implications for the recognition of research achievement. Only a relatively small number of individuals' research achievements appear to be recognised in terms of editorial board appointments. Many journals such as the European Accounting Review or Contemporary Accounting Research appear to use ad hoc reviewers more than board members in their reviewing. Consequently, many active reviewers may not hold places on editorial boards. Their contributions may not, therefore, be fully appreciated -especially when journals do not list them.
The role of ad hoc reviewing itself is extremely important. The majority of journals use more ad hoc reviewers than board members to review their journal articles. Across the 22 editorial boards surveyed, 1,252 ad hoc reviewers were used, but only 635 board members. There is also some limited evidence to show that some UK experienced authors are not currently included on editorial boards or used as ad hoc reviewers. There thus may be a pool of underutilised talent.
There are several limitations to this study. First, the results essentially represent a snapshot of a single year. This may hide trends over time. This is particularly true given the rapid proliferation of research journals in the past twenty years (Zeff, 1996) . Second, this analysis is specifically restricted to accounting. We explicitly omitted finance journals. In the UK, accounting and finance overlap substantially more than in some countries, particularly the USA. Moreover, UK accounting academics often publish in a wide range of interdisciplinary journals (e.g. business and management journals, operations research, and corporate governance). This study does not capture any accounting academics that may feature on such journals.
Conclusions
This paper looked at the editorial board members of 60 accounting journals in 1999. The results suggest that the degree of influence which UK academics had on journal research agendas through their involvement with editorial boards may be very limited particularly outside the UK. There were six main findings. First, there was a home country bias. Editorial board appointments were generally held by the nationals of the country where the journal was published. Second, USA academics had a significant presence on almost all editorial boards and dominated most of them. Third, there was a striking lack of penetration by UK academics on editorial boards, particularly on USA or high quality boards. Fourth, by contrast, UK AAAJ 21,1 journals benefited from a significant input from overseas academics, particularly USA academics. This may enhance the quality of these editorial boards and may also signal an international agenda. We identified the key overseas universities and individuals that had a strong connection with UK journals and by implication with publishing in the UK. Fifth, particularly in terms of individual representation we found evidence of elitism. Editorial boards were concentrated in a limited number of institutions and individuals. Sixth, journals, particularly generalist journals, use ad hoc reviewers extensively. There may also be a pool of unused ad hoc reviewers. Overall, our research suggests that the UK presence on editorial boards was predominantly on those which UK peer review journal evaluation studies rate as of lesser quality and was mostly on UK or Australian editorial boards. Moreover, editorial board membership was elitist. If editorial board appointments are based on research quality, then many high-ranking institutions and individuals within those institutions would prima facie merit such appointments. UK journal editors might, therefore, consider widening the scope of their editorial appointments to avoid a narrow base for UK research.
This study provides a snapshot of editorial board membership at one point in time. It would, however, be potentially interesting to investigate the way in which board membership changes over time. It would be useful, for example, to know if UK academics are becoming relatively more or less well-represented on journal boards, particularly those of higher quality journals. This would establish whether editorial board concentration, particularly institutional representation, has changed over time. It would also establish whether the mixture of nationalities publishing over time has changed. Second, there is a need to widen the study to include finance journals and other interdisciplinary journals. This will provide a more comprehensive picture of editorial board representation among the broader accounting and finance faculty. Third, an in-depth study into the extent, nature and usage of ad hoc reviewers particularly in relation to current board members would be useful. Finally, there is a need to conduct more wide-ranging research into the role and purpose of editorial boards. For example, there are a raft of issues such as the selection of review board members, the accountability of journals to submitters, readers, subscribers and members, and basic refereeing statistics which would prove a useful insight into the nature of editorial boards.
Notes
1. In the UK the RAEs have formalised this process by ranking university departments' research performance over five year cycles. 2. Editors are concerned to fill their pagination budgets with the best quality articles. They will also be pressurised by publishers to create an international profile for their journals especially when these are based outside North America. We are grateful to an anonymous reviewer for this point. 3. It is important to realise that different journals use their editorial boards in different ways.
Some journals use editorial board members as reviewers while others rely more on ad hoc reviewers. There are thus active and inactive board members. In particular, the pool of reviewers and the panel of editorial board members although overlapping for most journals is not necessarily synonymous.
The composition of editorial boards ad hoc reviewers are not necessarily representative of those that do not. In the authors' opinion it is good editorial practice to recognise the role played by ad hoc reviewers. 19. These data only show the numbers of ad hoc reviewers. They do not, for example, indicate the numbers of papers each ad hoc reviewer reviewed. 20. This is not universally true. Advances in International Accounting (ratio 2.37), Auditing: A Journal of Practice and Theory (ratio 2.06) and Behavorial Research in Accounting (ratio 2.11) are all specialist journals which use twice as many ad hoc reviewers as board members to review journal articles. 21. Quite why some journals use more ad hoc reviewers than others is uncertain and would prove a useful avenue of research. However, it may stem from a journal's editorial policy, result from the size of the editorial board or the volume of submitted manuscripts. 22. We are grateful to an anonymous reviewer for suggesting this line of enquiry. 23. Our data is inevitably somewhat patchy. We do not capture editorial board memberships or ad hoc reviewers on non-accounting journals, especially finance journals. In addition, our ad hoc reviewer list covers only 22 journals. 24. It is also impossible to know whether the unused reviewers may have declined editorial board appointments or are new entrants to the profession. In addition, there are often long lead times for appointment to board membership. 25. In a sense, there is a circularity. The most prolific publishers normally become part of the editorial board elite. The elite is thus involved in controlling and influencing itself.
